REMARKS 



The Office has rejected claims 1 and 33 under 35 USC § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Raghavan et al. (US Pat. No. 6,405,208 Bl). The Office has objected to 
claims 2-23 and 34-39 as being dependent upon a rejected base claim. Claims 24-32 are 
allowed over the prior art made of record. 

Raghaven 102fe^ Rejection (claims 1 and 331 

Raghavan does not show or suggest the use of ''spatial objects," as claimed by 
Applicant. Raghavan does teach ''storing and retrieving data from multidimensional 
databases," but Raghavan defines a ''multidimensional database" as one that "stores and 
organizes data in a way that better reflects how a user would want to view the data . . . 
Raghavan defines a "dimension" as "a perspective or view of a specific dataset" and 
defines an "alternative dimension" as "a different view of the same data. ..." In other 
words, each "dimension" of Raghavan's multidimensional database represents a separate 
view of the same piece of data - the term "dimension" desoibes the user's view of the 
data in (he database. 

Applicant's use of the term "spatial objects," on the other hand, describes the 
content of the data itself. These spatial objects are not "multidimensional" as Raghavan 
uses that term - representing multiple user views of the same piece of data - but rather 
thonselves contain data that represmts physical, multidimensional space, such as tiie 
location or direction of travel on a two-dhnensional map grid. (See paragraph 4 of the 
specification.) Raghavan's multidimensional database therefore bears no resemblance to 
the spatial objects of Applicant's claims, and nothing in Raghavan would so much as 
suggest that any of the data stored in the multidimensional database should or even could 
include a spatial component. 

The Examiner suggests that Fig. 2C demonstrates spatial objects like those 
claimed by Applicant, but Applicant disagrees. Raghavan clearly describes Fig. 2C as an 
illustration of a "hierarchical relationship for the database tables of Figs. 1 A-C." The 
hierarchical relationship is that of the database itself; it has no spatial component that 
rq>resmts physical space. Under a column heading of "Sub-Region," Fig. IC does 
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include a list of names for physical places such as the "West Coast," "California," "San 
Diego," "Los Angeles," and "La Jolla." But these are simply the names of general 
locations; these names by themselves fall far short of conveying any spatial information. 
These names are nothing more than the type of descriptive information that has been 
stored in relational database tables for years; thore is nothing in the use of these names 
that would suggest the storage of spatial information in spatial objects like those claimed. 
Tho-efore, Raghavan does not show or teach all of the features of Applicant's claims, and 
the claims all are allowable over this reference. 
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CONCLUSION 



All claims are allowable over the art of record. Please charge any fees that might 
be du^ excluding the issue fee, to deposit account 50-1673. 

Respectfully, 




Reg. No. 55,649 

NCR Corporation 

1700 Soutfi Patterson Blvd. 

Dayton, Ohio 45479 

(803)939-6505 
(803) 939-5099 (fiix) 
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